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A,

THE LIKELIHOOD OF FURTHER
NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the capabilities of additional countries to acquire nuclear
weapons, and the likelihood that such countries will do so.

CONCLUSIONS

A. Beyond the present five ruclear powers, onlv India is likely
to undertake a nuclear weapons program in the next several vears.

I, (Foras. 19-25, 34)

(P(ITG.S. 26-27, 3O )}

C. Pakistan and the UAR, anc perhaps South Africa, are likely to

want nuclear weapons in the next decade, but could obtain them only
with substantial outside help. (Paras. 30, 32-33)

D. Present safeguard systems are likely to detect any significant
diversion to unauthorized uses of nuclear materials or equipment which
they cover. However, there are gaps and limitations in the system.
In the future, competition among the major nations supplving nuclear
materials and equipment may erode the effectiveness of safeguards.

(Paras. 10-15)

E. Multilateral treaties against testing or nuclear proliferation
would impose legal, moral, and political restraints of some consequence.
But if a country came to the conclusion that possession of nuclear
weapons was required by its vital interests, international treaties would
be unlikelv to prevent it from taking such action. (Para. 17)

F. Itis technically possible for a country to conduct a small covert
nuclear weapons program at least up to a test. The chances of warn-
ing would depend on the extent to which our suspicions had been

aroused and the methods available or used to acquire information.
( Paras. 36-38)
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DISCUSSION
l. THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROBLEM

1. Many nations in addition to the present Ave nuclear powers have a potential
to develop nuclear weapons.  Each year the technicul problems and costs of
makfng small numbers of plumnium weapons decrease.!  This trend will con-

tinue. By the late 1970s. therce will almost certainly be witlcsprend usc of

nuclear power reactors which will produce, as a by-product, large amounts of
plutoninum. Although there will be industrial uses for this plutonium, its avail-
ability will reduce further the technical problems and costs of weapons produc-
tion and increase the temptittion to enter the nuclear weapons field. The de-
cisions 2f the potential nuclear powers as to whether to acguire nuclear wt::.{p{ms
will depend increasingly upon anilitary, psychological, and political motivations
and restraints,

Il. DECISIONS TO ACQUIRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

4. The factors which determine whether Oor not a nativn will seek to aceuire
nuclear weapons differ widely from country to country. National needs and
Interests vary from case to case, as do systems of government and decision-
making. Some governments have to take public Opinion into account far more
fully than others: in the case of some, a decision can he mude by onc or a very

few leaders, while in others it is 2 matter of wc:z'ghing con[licting interests or

reckoning with divided counsels within the government, parliamentary bodies,
or the public at large.

'Sce Aanex far 2 discussion qf the prerequisites for a nuclenr weapons program and other
technical and economiie eonsiderations fFacing nations which might embark on such 3 progrian,
and for a list of the larger nuclear reactors in countries other than the present fve nuclear
powers. ‘
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5. In addition, levels of sophistication in nuclear matters and the bases of
political thinking and military doctrinc vary considerably from state to state
and within states.  What may appear to the US or to other experienced countries
as critical deficiencies in a2 projected nuclear weapons program may not appear
as such to the government considering the program; the latter may feel, for a
mixture of political, military, and other reasons, that a given program would
be a good investment.

. Despite these variations, certain common motivations figure in the calcula-
tions of all potential contenders. The first and most compelling is that of
national security. A nation mayv believe that it needs nuclear weupons as a
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deterrent or for use in war if deterrence fajls. The question may arise both in
nations which are without closc allies and in others which, though members of
an alliance system, do not feel tully protected by it.  In general, once a nation
has concluded that nuclear weapons are vital to its sceurity, no outside restraint
other than force is likely to prevent it from trying to acquire them.

7. Another significant motivation—npartly psychological and partly technical—
to acquire nuclear weapons is to avoid being left behind.  Nations dislike the
idea that others of equal or less importance might move ahead of them. The
more nations acquire weapons, the more others can Sad reasons to do likewise,
Thus ‘nuclear proliferation could have assnowhall effect.  Moreover- in some
nations it is argucd that entcring the nuclear weapons feld jy nceessary to keep
abreast of technological and scientific developments.

8. Finally, there is the incentive of national prestige and political leverage.
This motivation runs through all other caleulations but, in the modern world,
the fce]ing has grown that nuclear weapons are cssential to front runk status—
the French force de dissuasion being the prime example. De Gaulle, his sup-
porters in France, and like-minded people elsewhere do not maintain that a
nation must have a nuclear force rivaling that of the US or the USSR, but argue
that even a small force enhances their apportunities for independent action by
giving them leverage vis a vis the super powers.

il RESTRAINTS ON THE ACQUISITION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

9. A wide range of domestic and international restraints operates to prevent
further nuclear proliferation. There is. of course, the restraint of cost—not only
of producing weapons but more importantly of acquiring delivery svstem.
Within every nation that is a potential addition to the nuclear ranks there are
strong political and psychological forces working against proliferation. The
major nmuclear powers—the US, the USSR and the UK—oppose the spread of
nuclear weapons. They do so through both bilateral and multilateral arrange-
ments. However, these nations may not he wilh‘ng in all circumstances to give
non-pralifcration priority over other policy objectives. The attitudes of France
and Communist China toward proliferation arc ambiguous; it i possible that
either might help certain other nations toward a nuclear capabhility. A number
of industrialized but non-nuclear nations—West Ccermany, Japan, and Sweden,
for exaraple—are becoming major suppliers of nuclear equipment.  The policies
they follow in the sale of reactors, nuclear cauipment and tuchno]ogy will influ-
ence the rate and cxtent of nuelear proliferation even if they themselves do not
develop weapons. Although the foreign policies of the major powecers tend to
limit further proliferation, there is no certainty that they will prevent it.

A. Present Safeguard Systems

10. An elaborate restraint on nuclear proliferation is a system of “safeguards,”
or controls designed by international bodies or by nations exporting anclear
materials and cquipment to detect any diversion of such products to unauthorized
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purposes.”  While the objective is to prevent diversion, sateguards per se are
concerned more with detection than nrevention. Like other internaticnal agree-
ments, safeguard agreemcnts could be abrogated or violated. The sanctions
imposed on offenders would depend ultimately on the amount of political, eco-
nomic, or military pressurc which other countries were willing to bring to bear.
In the case of recipients who are dependent on continuing supplies of materials,
¢.g., those using enriched uranium in reuactors, the need to avoid alienating sup-
pliers acts as a sanction to ensure compliance with safeguards.

11. We believe that the inspection and verification provisions of broad safe-
guards such as those administercd by the IAEA and EURATOM are generally
cftective in fulﬁlling their limited function; ie. they are likely to detect any
significant diversion of muaterials or equipment from the uses intended by the
supplier. In addition, the risk of detection is itself a deterrent of some im.
portance against the unauthorized use of materials and equipment covered.

12. However, there are certain gaps and limitations in the safeguard systems.
Ior example, some of the carlier transactions in nuclear material and equipment
were under no safeguards or under agreements of limited scope.

* Generally, safegruards consist of an agreciment between the supplier and the recipient
country under which the latter promises to use the imparted goods only for specified purposes.
In addition, the recipicnt often agrees to keep detailed written records of all activities involving
the material and equipment, and to allow the supplying country to check these records as
well as make on-site inspections to ussure their accurucy.  Such controls may be exerciscd
over supplies of natural uraniumn, fissionable inaterials ( principaily plutonium ancd uranium
cnriched in U-233), heavy water und other scarce or expensive commudlities associated with
productivn of fissionable materials. tntium, reactors, components of reactors. and neutron
generators. Safeguards may be administered by various bodies. The US. British, and
Canadian governments, for cxample, place bilateral safeguards on their exports of nuclear-
related products. EURATOM supervises safeguard arrangements on muny nuclear facilities
in the Commmon Market countries. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
ackninisters safevuarcds on materials and equipiment supplied by it und also under agreements
in which it hus been specificd as the adiministering agency by the US und other countries.
Some wmember mations have voluntarilv submitted themseives to JAEA sufeguards.  Efforts
are being made to bring more facilities of various countries under LAEF A safeguards.
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erc 18 no tormal agreement in existence among all potential suppliers
that safcguards will be applied to reactors or nuclear materials or cquipmaent;
such safeguards as are applied result from the unilateral decisions of the suppliers.
While it is present practice for the UK and Canada to require safeguards like
those impased by the US, France has rejected the policy of mﬁomutica]]y recquir-
ing safeguards in connection with sales.  Soviet and.Chinese policy with regard
to safeguards is unclear. The USSR as well as most East European countries
are active members of the IAEA and approve the principle of safeguards, but
no reactors in cxistence or under construction in the Sino-Soviet area have been
placed under IAEA safeguards. Neither the USSR nor China has to date pro-
vided any other country with a reactor able to produce plutonium in (quantities
sufficient for weapons, cxcept that the Soviets mav have furnished the Chinese
prior ta 1960 with equipment and technology for building such a rcactor.
Neverthcless, reactors now under construction in Czechaslovakia and East
Cermany with Soviet assistance will be capable of producing cnough plutonium
for weapons. We do not know whether any safeguards are applicable to thesc
reactors but almost certainly these countries will not undertake independent
nuclear weapons programs.

14. There are no comprehensive controls over world trade in natural uranium,
although thé_m is an informa) ai'rnngcment between the principal Western sup-
pliers of uranium and some other materials to keep ciach other informed as to
sales. [t has hcen possible for bhoth Israel and India to buy unsafeguarded
uranium. Furthermore, there is no standard policy regarding the provision of
technicual information or specialized equipment.

15. There will be a substantial increase in the number of nuclear power
reactors in operation in coming years; a considerable number are now under
construction in India, Sweden, Japan, West Germany, Italy, and other countries.®
All will produce some piutonium or other fissionable materials, many will pro-
duce large quantities. To the extent that these reactors are under sateguards,
the country or agency administering the safeguards will have a means of know-
ing what use is made of the plutonium. However, competition in the sale of
reactors already exists and is likely to grow. Such competition may erode the
citectiveness of safeguards, particularly if the competitors include suppliers from
countries which have no policy of strict safeguards.  Such crosion would be
most likely in the fields of equipment and ancillary technology.

B. Nuclear Sharing

16. It is possible that a nation which wanted nuclear weapons might have its
aspirations satisfied, at least for some time, and be restrained from undertaking
a national weapons program, by an arrangement under which it had a share in

*See Tables V and VI of Annex for majoe reactors now in operation or under construction
in countries other than the five nuclear powers. ‘

6




ED 12958 3.4(bl(1}>25Yrs

ED 12958 3.4(bl(6)>25Yrs
(S}

the control of weapons belonging to an existing nuclear power. We do not
believe that useful gencralizations can be made in this field. In each hypotheti-
cal casc, a great variety of factors would bear on the effect of a sharing arrange-
ment; e.g., the degree of control which the non-nuclear power had over weapons,
the prospects for future greater control, the level of confidence between the
sharing partncers, the domeostic and foreign incentives and restraints bearing on
the non-nuclear power, ete.  So far as the matter of proliferation is concerned,
the cifect of an ofter to share could be judged only in terms of the particulars
ol the offer and an analysis of the individual case.

C. International Agreements

17. If the US and thce USSR agreed on multilateral treaties further limiting
ot prohibiting testing, or prohibiting further nuclear proliferation, they could
bring considerable pressurc to bear on other nations to sign such treaties. More
nations would probably sign a further treaty on testing than would sign a non-
proliferation treaty, since this latter kind of treaty is considered by many coun-
tries as discriminatory in favor of the present nuclcar powers. Such treaties
would impose legal, moral, and political restraints of considerable conscquence
on the signatory nations. The 1963 partial test ban already constitutes some
political and psychological curb on prolifcration. However, most countries
would sign such treaties only provided that they could withdraw if they later
felt they must.  We bhelieve that if a country came to the conclusion that pos-
session of nuclear weapons was required by its vital interests, intermational
treatics would be unlikely to prevent it from testing or producing them.

D. Unilateral Measures

18. Various unilateral measures by the US or the USSR might restrain further
proliferation. For example, the US or the USSR could cut off economic and
military aid, e.g., to India or Isracl, or disavow their alliances with any nation
which began to develop nuclear weapons. In areas where US or Soviet palitical
and ccunomic levurage'is strong, cven threats or partial steps 1n this direction
would constitute a significant restraint. In particular, any country dependent
on continued imports of nuclear materials, e.g., those having reactors needing
enriched uranium, would hesitate to disregard the pressures of its supplier.
It is also possible that a potential nuclcar power could be dissuaded from develop-
ing nuclear weapons on its own by a firin security guarantee or other induce-
ments from the US or USSR. There are, of course, limitations on the willingness
of the major powers to take such steps as discussed in this paragraph and they
may not be prepared to give non-proliferation priority over other policy
objectives.
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